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Call to order 


The meeting was called to order at 9:50 a.m. 


Minutes of the Meeting of April 27, 1979 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the minutes of the Senate meeting of April 27, 
1979, were unable to be circulated in time for this meeting and 
consequently, the circulation and approval of the minutes would be 
postponed until the next meeting of Senate. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question regarding the interpretation of the regulations the 
Undergraduate Calendar concerning the grade designation "INC", Mr. 
Adams, University Registrar, explained that there were entries on pages 71, 
73, and 79 of the 1979/80 Calendar, which related to this. The entry on 
page 73 - "Deadlines for Late Completions and Supplementals" deals 
specifically with the limiting dates for submission of work. The entry on 
page 79 - "Completion of Courses Graded Incomplete" contains three items, 
one of which refers again to the limiting dates but in addition, gives the 
application deadline dates, which have been consistent over the past years. 
The first two items in this section refer to the status of the student, whereby 
a failed student may not complete a course graded incomplete and a student 
is ineligible to complete an "INC" in a repeated course. Mr. Adams 
explained that this entry was attached to the Supplemental Examinations 
Regulations document which was presented to Senate last Fall. However, 
because of certain questions which arose during the Senate discussion and 
which required further clarification, the entry was set aside and was not 
included in the motion to approve. Unfortunately, the entry was not deleted 
from the material concerning Supplemental Examination Regulations which 
was submitted for publication in the Calendar. Although the regulations 


contained in this entry should not be included as Concordia regulations, 
they are still, nonetheless, regulations which apply to the Sir George 
Williams campus. 


With respect to the entry on page 71 of the Calendar - "Special Note Re 
INC", and the question as to whether or not this has been approved by 
Senate, Mr. Adams advised that it was his impression that it was, in fact, 
approved as part of the complete documentation in "Evaluation, Grading, 
Examinations and Advancement". He explained that the "Special Note Re 
INC" was inserted into the regulations as a compromise solution in order to 
resolve some of the problems which arose as a result of the merging of the 
grading systems which existed at that time on the two campuses. 


Mr. Adams advised that for the 1980/81 Calendar, the intention was to 
combine the three different entries concerning the designation INC into one 
entry, and at the same time, deleting any redundancies which might appear. 


Again, it was wondered when an "Incomplete", which has subsequently 
been completed, was to be recorded in the nature of a supplemental and 
when it was to be treated as a final version of the original grade. 


Mr. Adams advised that his interpretation was that if an instructor submits a 
change in grade for a course that has been graded "Incomplete" in the 
original submission, prior to the date indicated in the "Special Note Re 
INC", the original entry on the student's record would be changed. 
However, if the grade change was received after that date, the original INC 
grade remains on the record and a further entry of "late completion", 
"supplemental", etc., is recorded. 


It was further explained that the "Special Note Re INC", represented an 
arrangement between the instructor and the Registrar's Office, whereby the 
Registrar's Office would permit a change of grade previously entered as 
"INC", up to the date specified. If the instructor wished to inject a new 
grade, the instructor was perfectly free to do so, up to that date. Also, 
whatever happens between the student and the instructor was another matter 
altogether and was not covered by the "Special Note" entry on page 71 of 
the Calendar. 


It was stated that while basically one was in agreement with the idea that the 
instructor may allow a student a further period of time beyond the normal 
deadline, to complete the work for a course, one was nonetheless somewhat 
hesitant to allow the system to be quite so open-ended as was presently the 
case. It was pointed out that the "Special Note" as presently worded allows 
a student an extra five months in which to complete the work in a first term 
course, while the amount of time allowed for completing the work in a 
second term course was one and a half months, which appeared to be 
somewhat more reasonable. The worst example 


was the case of a student who takes a summer course and has until May 21 
of the following year to complete the work in that course. The feeling was 
expressed that, for other than medical grounds, the authorization to 
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complete the work, beyond a normal period of time of perhaps three or four 
weeks after the completion of the course, should be vetted through a student 
request committee. 


Mr. Adams explained that the "Special Note" entry was put in the Calendar, 
not in direct relationship to the problem of incompletes, but rather for 
purposes of evaluation of "failed" status. It did not take into consideration 
courses which were completed in the first term or the summer term because 
the evaluation of "failed" status was only done once a year during the month 
of June. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that there may well be a need to clarify and perhaps 
even to change the existing regulations and if the matter was pursued, 
probably both of those would be done. However, insofar as this meeting 
was concerned, the question has been answered and the matter was 
therefore closed for the moment. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O’Brien drew Senate's attention to the Annual Report from the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation on the activities of the 
Committee for the present year (DOC-US-79-5-Dl), which was being tabled 
for the information of Senate. The Report also indicates the intent of the 
Committee, arising out of its work this year, to have certain documents on 
the University finances that should be available relatively early in the next 
academic year , to members of Senate which would also provide a basis for 
further work by the Committee in the area of clarifying the reasons why 
money was spent the way that it is. Concern was voiced over declining 
student enrolment and its effects on the future careers of faculty members, 
particularly for faculty members who do not have tenure. In the event of 
faculty cutbacks, it was wondered who would determine it; what would 
happen to untenured faculty members; what would indeed happen to those 
with tenure; would early retirement or a two-course teaching load be 
considered; would there be a freeze on tenure; and would there be cutbacks 
of tenured faculty members. It was further wondered whether there was a 
body within the University that might address these questions. The issue of 
the future of the Faculty of Arts and Science outside the "small units" was 
raised and it was wondered what was going to happen to the departments, 
faculty members, curriculum, and the students, after the "small units" have 
established themselves. Was there to be any development of a philosophy of 
education which would allow us to say that this is a Concordia student in 
Arts and Science and this student stands for certain basic things? While the 
"colleges" themselves have defined those things with remarkable and 
admirable energy, the rest of the Faculty of Arts and Science does not seem 
to have done so, nor was it clear exactly how the rest of the Faculty would 
go about doing so. It was stated that the issue has been raised in the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council but discussion has not been encouraged, nor 
indeed has it taken place. Also, it would seem even more difficult in view of 
the enlarged Council, to expect that discussion to take place in the Council. 
However, the issue should be addressed somewhere, and it was suggested 


that perhaps the place where it 'Could be addressed was in the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation. 


With respect to the question of tenured and non-tenured faculty members 
vis-a-vis declining student enrolments, Dr. Breen, Vice-Rector Academic, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, advised that Concordia was in a very fortunate 
position in that in general, we do not have an over-staffed situation. That 
was, the situation at Concordia at the present time was not such that it was 
necessary to take any steps to break tenure because of financial stringencies 
or a drop in student enrolment. This was true, not only in the University as 
a whole, but it was also true insofar as the departments in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science were concerned. He stated that this was a problem that 
could arise in future but he did not envisage that happening and he felt that 
we would continue to have a very respectable student enrolment and be able 
to keep all the full-time faculty members in the Faculty of Arts and Science 
busy. He further advised that in the Faculty of Arts and Science, there has 
not been the dramatic drop in student enrolments that other universities in 
Canada have experienced, including most of the universities in Ontario. 
However, he emphasized that natural attrition was being used and unless it 
could be actually established that a new vacancy in Arts and Science must be 
filled, that vacancy would not be filled. 


With respect to the question concerning the characteristics of a student in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, to be reflected in the curriculum, Dr. Breen 
explained that the combined Faculty has been in existence for two years, 
during which time the Faculty has been successful in merging departments 
and curriculum and establishing the "small units such as Colleges". 
However, he felt that the Faculty Council and the Faculty Curriculum 
Committee now should concentrate, not so much on the development of the 
"small units". which has been going on for the past two years, but rather, 
on the development of the characteristics referred to. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the terms of reference of the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee were pretty broad and he did not feel that 
the Committee would have too much difficulty in approaching, under its 
terms of reference, the kinds of questions that have been raised. He 
explained that the fact that the Committee spent the year on the topics that it 
did, was simply because of the directives which Senate gave to the 
Committee last May, to concern itself with those particular things. He 
advised further that the Committee has always been struck by the fact that in 
matters such as priorities and resource allocation, there are always roughly 
ten times as many topics worthy of consideration that any committee could 
turn its mind to, in any given month, or in any given year. The Committee 
therefore, makes certain selections and inevitably leaves other things out. 


With respect to the question concerning the impact of potential drops in 
enrolments, Dr. O’ Brien agreed with Dr. Breen's comments on the matter. 
He felt also that it was normal and indeed inevitable, given the 
circumstances facing higher education in Canada, that people should be 
concerned about the impact that there may be on their own careers. 
Nevertheless, the fact remained that in many ways this University, being 
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understaffed, was in a much better position to face up to those problems and 
resolve them, without having to dismiss personnel, than many another 
university in this country may well find itself to be in. Dr. O’Brien stated 
that, pragmatically, he did not see any reason to anticipate that within the 
next few years, the University was practically going to have to face the 
problems that have been cited and that people not unnaturally worry about 
from time to time. 


That being said, it becomes a moot point as to whether the level of concern 
was higher under present circumstances, where there was no group 
presently working on contingency plans to reduce faculty or whether 
indeed, if we had a committee such as the Committee on Priorities and 
Resource Allocation working on the topic of how to reduce the size of 
faculty in the future, we would not have a much higher degree of concern, if 
the University seemed to be busily working on turning out a contingency 
plan to reduce faculty. Dr. O’ Brien advised that when, and if, we have a 
financial crisis, the University would face up to it but he did not expect the 
University to have to face up to a financial crisis, other than the normal, 
typical annual financial crisis that the University faces every year, and 
somehow seemingly survives without the kinds of major reductions that are 
being anticipated. 


With respect to the question which was raised concerning the definition of 
Arts and Science, Dr. O’Brien advised that while the Senate Committee on 
Priorities and Resource Allocation could indeed deal with that kind of 
question, he felt that it was a question that more naturally should be dealt 
with within the Faculty of Arts and Science, by the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council or by a committee thereof. He was not particularly surprised that 
this has not been the highest priority over the past few years, in view of the 
other things that have been going on within that Faculty during that period. 
However, it might well be picked up, if it is seen as a high enough priority, 
by that Faculty Council for consideration in the future. 


With respect to the general role of the Committee on Priorities and Resource 
Allocation, Dr. O’ Brien explained that the Committee, while reacting to 
such directives that it may have from Senate, attempts to give its energies in 
any given year, to what seems to be the most useful thing. In the past year 
the most useful thing was to try to produce the kind of documentation that 
would make the University's budget and finances more clear to the average 
member of the University community. His own opinion was that the 
Committee has succeeded in producing a document which would be quite 
illuminating and which would provide a better basis on which one may ask 
further questions about the finances of the University. It was expected that 
an updated report on the year just ended would be available early in the Fall. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. STEWART, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS 
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COMMITTEE, AND THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE (DOC-US-79-5-D2), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED — 


Graduate Curriculum Changes Master of Arts (Political Science) 


In presenting the proposal for an M.A. in Political Science, (Public Policy 
and Public Administration), Dean French advised that there were four 
documents relating to the proposals. Document US-79-5-D3 was the 
proposal itself and consisted of the Dossier d'opportunit6 and the Dossier 
p6dagogique; document US-79-5-D4 was the report from the Board of 
Graduate Studies; document US-79-5-D5 was the report from U.C.C.C.; 
and document US-79-5-D17 was the report from the Senate Committee on 
Priorities and Resource Allocation. He explained that if the programme was 
approved by Senate today, that would enable the University to send a letter 
of intent to the Comité Conjoint des Programmes by June 1, 1979, and over 
the coming summer months, the dossier would be perfected along the lines 
of the remarks contained in documents US-79-5-D4, US-79-5-D5, and 
US-79-5-D17. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE MASTER OF ARTS IN POLITICAL 
SCIENCE AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT US-79-5-D3, AND WITH 
THE CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENTS US-79-5-D4, US-79-5-D5 AND US-79-5-D17, BE 
APPROVED BY SENATE AND THAT A LETTER OF INTENT BE 
FORWARDED BY THE UNIVERSITY TO THE COMITE CONJOINT 
DES PROGRAMMES BY JUNE 1, 1979. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the report from the University Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee (DOC-US-79-5-D5), urged that where language 
requirements were concerned, people making such proposals, particularly 
where they affect the Quebec context, should be realistic about the nature of 
whatever requirements they put in. That was, they should decide whether 
the requirements were part of the academic progress and would be 
applicable whether we were in this Province or elsewhere, as opposed to 
those aspects of it which may be directly related to the potential future of 
graduates in the Quebec ' setting. He advised that the Committee had 
established that the French requirement as formulated in the proposal, was 
the kind of requirement that goes into most graduate programmes and that 
the entry in the Calendar would make it very clear that the matter of 
functional bilingualism for those who plan to use this degree in the Civil 
Service in Quebec, was really the student's concern and that it was not part 
of the programme to turn out such students. 


Concern was voiced over the requirement that students who lacked the 
ability to read and translate literature relevant to their field from French into 
English or vice-versa, would have to take a non-credit language enrichment 
course in their graduating year. It was suggested that perhaps this course 
should be taken at the beginning rather than at the end of the programme. 


However, it was explained that the programme was designed primarily as a 
one-year programme for full-time students but that even where part-time 
students were concerned, where the programme would stretch for two or 
more years, such students would not be handicapped by the requirement. 


It was suggested that perhaps the functional bilingualism requirement 
should be an admission requirement, particularly for those students who 
intended to work either in Quebec or in Ottawa. However, the problem in 
doing that was that it would cut off students from other countries who might 
wish to take the programme but return to their home country when the 
programme was completed. Nonetheless, it might be possible to have this 

as an admission requirement for Canadian students only. 


Prof. Whitelaw reminded Senate that the U.C.C.C. proposal was to 
separate the whole notion of functional bilingualism from the programme 
itself and he advised also that the programme was not subject to any kind of 
creditation or quasi creditation in the way that directly related professional 
programmes were. Presumably, we would be training people for a 
particular kind of function which could be undertaken anywhere in the 
world and consequently, those people who wish to function in Quebec 
would surely be encouraged to acquire this fluency in the same way that 
Marketing students who intend to work in the Province of Quebec must 
presume that they are going to have to be bilingual. 


The notion of functional bilingualism should be separated entirely and at the 
same time it should be made clear in the Calendar entry that if a person 
wants to work in Quebec, which is one of the objectives of the programme, 
that person should become bilingual by whatever means he or she chooses, 
because the programme does not do that. Also, it would not be wise to 
make this an entrance requirement because this would run into all kinds of 
problems as to exactly what was the standard required and there would be 
the added difficulty in saying that this was required for some people and not 
for others. 


It was argued that the statement that "Students lacking this proficiency will 
register for a non-credit language enrichment course in their graduating 
year." was the worst kind of statement to put in because it does not work. 
If, in fact, they take the language enrichment course in their graduating year 
and fail it, Senate would be stuck with the problem of having to pass them 
anyway. It was suggested that the solution proposed by Prof. Whitelaw 
would get rid of that problem altogether. 


Prof. Bordan advised that he intended to vote in favor of sending the letter 
of intent, but not on the basis of the particular format of the dossier 
(DOC-US-79-5-D3). That was, the vote would have to be. either a vote "in 
principle" or with a clear understanding that the dossier would be rewritten 
in many ways, because in his opinion, there was at least three sections, 
which, if forwarded in the way that they were presently written in the 
document, would probably result in the proposal being turned down. He 
emphasized that while he wholeheartedly supported the notion of having 
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such a programme, the only way he could consider voting in favor of the 
proposal was on the basis of assurances that there was a clear understanding 
that the dossier would be massively rewritten, with an eye to the ultimate 
reader. It was suggested that the motion be amended to make it clear that 
Senate was not approving the dossier, but rather, what was being approved, 
was the principle, more or less based on that dossier (DOC-US-79-5-D3), 
of sending a letter of intent for a programme very much like this. 


Dean French advised that he had considered the possibility of adding the 
phrase "in principle" to the motion but decided against doing so because he 
was not too sure as to exactly what that would mean. Instead, he decided to 
add the phrase "and with the conditions and stipulations contained in 
documents US-79-5-D4, US-79-5-D5 and US-79-5-D17". However, he 
advised that if that clause was not satisfactory, he was prepared to change 
the motion. 


Prof. Bordan stated that the phrase "with the conditions and stipulations, 
etc.11 was not completely satisfactory because although he agreed with 
some of the conditions-and stipulations referred to, not all of his concerns 
would be covered. His concerns, which were minor in one sense but major 
in another sense, did not affect the thrust of the programme and he did not 
think that it would be appropriate to debate them at this meeting. He pointed 
out also that there was a contradiction between the U.C.C.C. stipulations 
concerning the French language requirement and B.G.S. stipulations on the 
same item. That was, there would be the problem of exactly which 
stipulations Senate would be agreeing to, since both stipulations could not 
be agreed to simultaneously. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that the debate should continue on the merits of the 
proposal but before actually voting on the motion, there be a recess of those 
Senators involved, which would allow those people to caucus and attempt 
to formulate a motion that would meet the concerns that have been 
expressed. In the meantime, Senate could proceed to other items on the 
agenda. 


It was agreed that the caucus suggested by Dr. O’Brien take place and that 
in the meantime Senate move on to the next item on the agenda. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


In presenting the proposal for a Certificate and a Minor in Marketing 
Research (DOC-US-79-5-D6), Prof. R. Wills, Assistant Dean, Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, explained that the proposal was designed to 
accommodate professionals who work in the area of Marketing Research 
but who are lacking formal training. The programme was made up of 
existing courses which the Marketing Department felt would provide the 
necessary training for people in this area. While the proposal was conceived 
initially as a Certificate programme aimed primarily at those people 
previously mentioned, it was felt that it could also serve students registered 


in Faculties other than the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. He 
advised however, that during the discussions at U.C.C.C. it was pointed 
out that there would be some administrative difficulties with students in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, for example, being simultaneously registered 
in the Certificate programme. It was therefore decided that for such students 
the programme would constitute a Minor in Marketing Research. He 
advised that while the original intent was that the Certificate would not be 
available for students in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, the 
Marketing Department felt that the proposed Minor, which would be 
available for outside the Faculty of Commerce, should also be available for 
students in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Prof. Curnew explained that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
would like Senate to approve the Certificate in Marketing Research and also 
to approve the Minor in Marketing Research, with the deletion of the three 
notes attached to that programme, subject to ratification of the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty Council. If Senate did not wish to approve the 
Minor in Marketing Research with the three notes removed, the entire 
proposal would have to be withdrawn. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-79-5-Dil), advised that the Committee supports the Certificate 
programme and confirmed that the proposal for a Minor in Marketing 
Research originated at U.C.C.C. He suggested that Note 3 - Minor in 
Marketing Research (DOC-US-79-5-D6), should still apply to students in 
other Faculties who would be taking this programme. He also pointed out 
that Math 210 (last line, page 1, document US-79-5-D6), should be 
changed to Math 209. 


With respect to the Entrance Requirements (page 1, document 
US-79-5-D6), Prof. Whitelaw suggested that it would be better to say that 
the profile was 0.00 and use the phraseology "Applicants with insufficient 
background in Mathematics C 208 and C 209", as recommended by 
U.C.C.C.(recommendation B.2., document US-79-5-DIl). It was agreed 
that the Entrance Requirements (page 1, document US-79-5-D6), be 
changed accordingly. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that the appropriate motion would be that Senate 
approve the Certificate and Minor in Marketing Research 
(DOC-US-79-5-D6), subject to the U.C.C.C. recommendations 
(DOC-US-79-5-D11), and with the wording of the entrance requirements 
changed in accordance with recommendation B.2. in the U.C.C.C. Report, 
and that Senate approve, subject to approval of the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council, that the Minor in Marketing Research also 
be available to students registered for the Bachelor of Commerce and 
Bachelor of Administration Degrees and in which case, the three notes on 
page 2, document US-79-5-D6 would not apply. 


It was suggested that Notes 2 and 3, page 2, document US-79-5-D6, 
should apply for students in other Faculties who would be taking the Minor 
in Marketing Research. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that he suspected that the Notes would have to be redone 
and reworded editorially, particularly Note 1. He explained that the first part 
of his suggested motion was to approve the proposal as it stood 
(DOC-US-79-5-D6).; but in addition, to approve something further that 
went beyond the document, which was that the Minor in Marketing 
Research be available to students in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration and in the case of such students, the three Notes on page 2, 
document US-79-5-D6, would not apply. However, the Notes would still 
apply to students in other Faculties. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SIMON, THAT THE CERTIFICATE AND MINOR IN MARKETING 
RESEARCH BE APPROVED (DOC-US-79-5-D6), SUBJECT TO THE 
U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS (DOC-US-79-5-Dll), AND WITH 
THE WORDING OF THE ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS CHANGED 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH RECOMMENDATION B.2., IN THE 
U.C.C.C. REPORT; AND THAT, SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF THE 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION FACULTY COUNCIL, THE 
MINOR IN MARKETING RESEARCH ALSO BE AVAILABLE TO 
STUDENTS REGISTERED FOR THE BACHELOR OF COMMERCE 
AND BACHELOR OF ADMINISTRATION DEGREES, IN WHICH 
CASE, THE THREE NOTES ON PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-79-5-D6, 
WOULD NOT APPLY. 


Dean Simon explained that the programme was designed for professionals 
coming from outside the University and also as a package for students 
taking a Bachelor of Arts degree. Rather than offering a Bachelor of 
Administration programme with an Arts component, students would now be 
able to follow a Bachelor of Arts programme with a component in 
Administration. He emphasized that this was only the first step in opening 
up the Faculty of Commerce and Administration to students registered in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, by offering programmes which could be 
incorporated into the Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science degrees. He 
advised that it was his understanding that this was precisely what the 
Faculty of Arts and Science has been seeking for the past number of years 
and the Faculty of Commerce and Administration has now been motivated 
to move in this direction. He further advised that the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration would probably be submitting one or two more 
certificate programmes to Senate for approval next September or October, 
which would provide Arts and Science students with more possibility of 
being able to incorporate several different types of Commerce and 
Administration programmes into their own programmes. 


With respect to the statistics courses Q.M. C243 and Q.M. C244, it was 
pointed out that other statistics courses were available in various forms in 
Psychology, Sociology, Mathematics, etc., in which similar principles were 
taught but different examples used. It was wondered what would happen in 
the case of students who have already completed such statistics courses 
prior to entering the Marketing Research programme or in the case of 
students who were required to take statistics courses as part of a 


Specialization in another programme. Would credit be granted for those 
other statistics courses, or would the Q.M. statistics courses be replaced by 
six other Commerce credits? 


It was explained that such cases would be handled by the Student Request 
Committee and if the Committee deemed the course in question to be 
equivalent to Q.M. C 243 and C 244, the student would be granted credit. 


It was pointed out however, that this would mean that the same course or 
courses would be counted as credits for two different programmes. On the 
other hand, if the Student Request Committee decided not to grant credit, 
which could only be based on the examples used in the course and not 
because of the substantive mathematical content, the student would have to 
take the Q.M. courses. This would mean that the student would receive six 
credits for having effectively done the material in only one course. It was 
suggested that perhaps what was needed was a regulation which would state 
that in the event that a student has taken the following course or courses, 
that student would be obliged to go to the Student Request Committee in 
order to determine what would be taken in place of that course or courses. 
Otherwise, there was a potential for double credit for work that was 
massively overlapped. 


It was pointed out that part of the problem was solved by a Calendar entry 
which states that Q.M. C 243 and C 244 were equivalent to Mathematics 
241 - Stat 242. 


The feeling was expressed that if the student has not taken a substitute 
course, the student should be obliged to take the Q.M. courses which were 
listed, and which were clearly designed to fit the package. On the other 
hand, if the student has taken a substitute course, a different answer must be 
given and the student should not be allowed to shop around. 


Another problem was that in many other programmes, the other course that 
we have been talking about was a required part of that programme, and 
while that same course might fit very nicely into the Minor in Marketing 
Research, it would also fit nicely into that other programme. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that this was a question which evidently was becoming 
increasingly complicated. He pointed out that the final details were not 
needed at this moment, but what was needed was the approval of the 
programme so that it could be listed in the offerings for 1980. He suggested 
that Senate could ask that this problem be studied and that a solution be 
brought to Senate in the Fall so that it could be dealt with in a more orderly 
fashion than it could be dealt with at this meeting. 


It was stated that it should be borne in mind that we have to give the Student 
Request Committee the benefit of the doubt that it would act in fairness. 
Senate was again reminded that one of the main inputs to the Certificate 
programme was an attempt by the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
to accommodate other Faculties and in that sense, Commerce was not trying 
to make it difficult. The feeling was expressed that as long as there was 


reasonable comparability between courses, the Student Request Committee 
would act in that fashion. At the same time, it was argued that it would be 
dangerous to establish a blanket list of equivalents and it would be 
dangerous for other Faculties as well, where so many different courses in 
statistics were being offered. 


With respect to the statistics courses, Prof. Whitelaw advised that 
U.C.C.C. was aware that what was thought to have been resolved a few 
years ago, has in effect, tended to slip a bit. Also, there was a system 
whereby the potential problems of duplication of statistics courses could be 
solved to some extent. Insofar as substitutions were concerned, he felt that 
the normal procedure in most programmes was that substitutions may be 
approved by the directors of the programmes. The actual wording for this 
sort of mechanism was something that could be subsequently worked out, 
either by U.C.C.C. or elsewhere. 


Responding to a question concerning overlapping of programmes, Prof. 
‘Whitelaw explained that general policy of the University was that courses 
may not be double counted in the sense that the same courses could not be 
applied to an Honours in History and an Honours in Political Science, 
whereby the student would end up with two degrees. However, if a student 
completes a Certificate programme, which has a terminal connotation, and 
then decides to proceed towards a degree, the courses in the Certificate 
programme may normally be transferred on a "pro-tanto" credit basis 
towards that degree. 


The feeling was expressed that Senate was beginning to discuss things 
which were discussed a long time ago in other contexts and it seemed clear 
that one does not double count courses. That was, a student could not use 
the same course to get a Major in something and a Minor in something else. 
Insofar as the statistics courses were concerned, it was felt that the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration would be agreeable to allowing the 
substitution or exemption for those students who have taken substitute 
statistics courses elsewhere. It was suggested that, given the length of the 
Agenda, Senate ought to be thinking of moving towards taking a vote on the 
question. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that he felt that Senate had pretty well exhausted the 
discussions on the issues which have been brought up and unless new 
issues were raised, Senate should consider moving to a vote on the motion 
that was on the floor. Concerning the question of the statistics courses, he 
advised that at this point the Student Request Committee could certainly deal 
with that issue. However, the questions that have been raised around 
statistics courses should be looked into with respect to this programme, but 
also more generally. He assumed that U.C.C.C. would look into this issue 
and also that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration would give some 
consideration as to how that particular question should be dealt with, 
perhaps in a more structured way than simply saying that the Student 
Request Committee would deal with it. Any changes on that point could be 
brought in at a subsequent meeting, if they are needed. 


79-5-7 


79-5-8 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Graduate Curriculum Changes 


Master of Arts - Political Science (Continued) 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT IT BE RESOLVED THAT: 


A) SENATE AUTHORIZE THE TRANSMISSION OF A LETTER OF 
INTENT TO THE CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES TO SUBMIT A 
PROPOSAL FOR A MASTER OF ARTS IN POLITICAL SCIENCE; 


B) SENATE INSTRUCT THE DEAN OF GRADUATE STUDIES, THE 
DEAN OF DIVISION II, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, AND 
THE CHAIRMAN OF U.C.C.C., TO SEE TO THE PRODUCTION OF A 
SUITABLY MODIFIED DOSSIER BASED ON THE CURRENT 
DOCUMENTATION, FOR EVENTUAL SUBMISSION TO THE 
CONSEIL; 


C) THE DOSSIER SUBMITTED BE TABLED AT SENATE IN 
SEPTEMBER, 1979, FOR THE INFORMATION OF SENATE; 


D) THE FINAL DECISION TO IMPLEMENT THE PROGRAMME, IF 
APPROVED BY THE CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES, BE MADE IN 
THE LIGHT OF THE FUNDING DECISIONS. 


Responding to a question concerning the possibility of delaying 
implementation of the programme for one year, Dean French advised that to 
do so would cause considerable disappointment to the Faculty of Arts and 
Science and particularly to the Department of Political Science. With respect 
to library resources, he advised that B.G.S. had a detailed preliminary 
survey of those resources and the evidence was that they would turn out to 
be adequate. The library resources were referred to in the B.G.S. Report 
(item b), document US-79-5-D4), only because the Library personnel have 
not managed to complete their survey at this time. 


Dr. Breen advised that it was extremely important that Concordia University 
stake out this particular area at this time and that we forward our intention to 
the Conseil immediately, because it was quite possible that another 
university would do so next year. 

- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes (Continued) 


Faculty of Fine Arts 


Prof. Locke presented and explained the proposed Major in Modern Dance 
(DOC-US-79-5-D7). IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LOCKE, SECONDED 
BY PROF. TITTLER, THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR IN MODERN 
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DANCE, FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, REPORT 15 (DOC-US-79-5-D7), 
BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS 
(DOC-US-79-5-Dl]). In presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-79-5-Dll), Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that the bulk of the 
courses in the programme were new courses and it should be understood 
that in approving the programmes, Senate was also approving those new 
courses, otherwise the programme would no longer exist. It was clearly 
understood by Senate that in approving Report 15 from the Faculty of Fine 
Arts (DOC-US-79-5-D7), all of the material in that Report would be 
approved, including the new courses. Dr. O’ Brien drew Senate's attention 
to the Report from the Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation 
(DOC-US-79-5-D 18). He pointed out that there were some financial 
implications to the proposed programme but to the extent that additional 
students enrol, there would be certain revenues that would offset the 
finances. Also, there were space questions which were more in the nature of 
being able to find the right kind of space rather than being a matter of 
finding a large amount of space. This was being worked on and while it 
was hoped that proper space could be found, there was no guarantee of that 
at this moment. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED — 


Faculty of Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE PROGRAMME PROPOSALS FROM THE FACULTY OF 
ARTS AND SCIENCE (DOCUMENTS US-79-5-D8 AND US-79-5-D10), 
BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the new programmes being proposed in document 
US-79-5-D8, it was explained that three of the six programmes, the B.A. 
Specialization in Classical Studies, the B.A. Specialization in Philosophy, 
and the B.A. Specialization in Sociology, were really quasi-new in the 
sense that they were either identical to or very closely modeled on existing 
honours programmes, but without the grade point average requirement. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the recommendations from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-79-5-Dll) and drew Senate's attention to the summary of the 
recommendations contained on page 9 of the Report. With respect to the 
proposed Specialization in Science and Journalism (DOC-US-79-5-DI10), he 
pointed out that U.C.C.C. was recommending that this programme not be 
approved. He explained that in so doing, the Committee was suggesting, 
however, another way of achieving much the same thing by using the 
normal procedures contained in the Science College proposal, whereby 
students would select an Honours, Specialization or Major programme from 
those programmes available. This presupposes, however, that the Major in 
Journalism would be approved and also that one could support the notion of 
a Bachelor of Arts degree being awarded to a student in the Science College. 
He pointed out that regardless of the form in which this kind of programme 
finally arrived, it would involve a B.A. and although this may be a positive 
factor, Senators should be aware of it. The feeling of U.C.C.C. was that 


students taking the proposed Major in Journalism within the Science 
College, would in actual fact achieve the same thing, if not better, than if 
they were to take the proposed Specialization in Science and Journalism. 


With respect to the B.A. Specialization in Science and Journalism, concern 
was voiced over the location of the programme and the feeling was 
expressed that one would like to see it clearly labeled as a programme in 
Division I, under the primary aegis of the Department of Journalism. 


Prof. T. Adley, Assistant Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science, advised that 
the Faculty was prepared to accept the above suggestion and in fact it was 
his understanding that the present position on this matter was that the 
Director of Journalism would be the administrator of this programme, in 
consultation with the Principal of the Science College. 


It was stated that if that were done, it would be a most marvellous example 
of a "small unit" helping a regular department and it would also be an 
extremely important precedent to set. 


Senate agreed to a suggestion by Dean Akin that the new programmes in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science be discussed in the order in which they were 
presented. 


With respect to the B.A. Specialization in Classical Studies, it was 
wondered whether it might not be appropriate to include cognate courses 
from other disciplines, in the list of courses from which the last 18 credits in 
the programme would be taken or whether some of these courses were, in 
fact, cross-listed courses. 


Prof. Adley advised that the question of including cognate courses had not 
been considered and also that he would have to check the Calendar to 
determine whether or not some of the Classics courses were cross-listed 
with courses in other departments. He did not know whether this would the 
appropriate body to try to include courses other than those listed, but if it 
was the wish of Senate that this matter be explored, he felt that that could 
certainly be done, without jeopardizing the programme in any way. 


Concerning the matter of cognate courses, it was stated that the B.A. 
Specialization in Classical Studies was not the only example in document 
US-79-5-D8 of sixty-credit programmes consisting of courses exclusively 
from the particular department. Disappointment was expressed with 
Division I and the Arts and Science Faculty Council for not looking more 
carefully at these programmes and for not considering the possibility of a 
university education being something more than sixty credits in Classics, 
ete: 


It was suggested that it might be more appropriate to have separate motions 
on each of the programmes being proposed, rather than to attempt to deal 
with a whole series of amendments to the omnibus motion which was 
presently on the floor. 


79-5-10 


The mover and seconder agreed to withdraw the motion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE B.A. 


SPECIALIZATION IN CLASSICAL STUDIES (DOC-US-79-5-D8), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS 
(DOC-US-79-5-D11). 


Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that what Senate was doing today was 
approving new programmes, with a greater or lesser degree of attention to 
their particular content. The intention was to approve-the fact that there 
would be a B.A. Specialization in Classical Studies, which could then be 
advertised as such. While in a sense, Senate would also be approving the 
general structure of that programme, nevertheless before the material gets 
into the Calendar, the actual courses come back to Senate at the October 
meeting. It would therefore be possible to suggest that the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council consider the concerns that have been raised, and present a 
revised proposal to Senate next October. In other words, Senate did not 
absolutely have to solve all of the programme content at today's debate but 
rather Senate could simply indicate those things which should be modified 
prior to the programme being published in the Calendar. 


An amendment was suggested that "consideration of a cross-listing of 
courses in other departments be undertaken". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED 
BY PROF. BERTRAND, THAT THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE BE ASKED TO CONSIDER THAT THE RANGE OF 
ELECTIVES BE BROADENED WITH RESPECT TO COGNATE 
COURSES. 


It was argued that a large percentage of the Classics courses involved in the 
B.A. Specialization in Classical Studies were already cross-listed as History 
courses. 


However, it was pointed out that the concern was not only for History 
courses, but also for certain courses offered by the Liberal Arts College and 
courses in Political Science and in other disciplines. 


It was pointed out that the Sociology Department had included a Note in the 
B.A. Specialization in Sociology that "With prior approval of the 
Departmental Advisor the student may substitute up to 12 credits from a 
related discipline." It was stated that that was the kind of thing that was 
important for all of the programmes land one was extremely disappointed 
that departments such as Philosophy and Classics had not included similar 
statements in their programme proposals, which would give students an 
opportunity to broaden their approach to their specific Specialization and to 
education and learning in general. 


79-5-11 


The feeling was expressed that the tenor of the debate seemed to imply that 
the only courses taken by a student would be sixty credits in Classical 
Studies. However, it was pointed out that there were an additional thirty 
credits which were not specified. With respect to cognate courses, the 
impression seemed to be that there was a feeling that sixty credits were too 
many credits to be alloted to one department. However, it was pointed out 
that the Faculty of Arts and Science had not yet articulated a policy with 
respect to the maximum number of credits which could be taken within a 
department and it was argued that sixty credits certainly fell within the 
Quebec norms for a Specialization. As such, it could not be demanded, on 
any grounds whatsoever, that a department include in its curriculum, 
elements from other departments and until such time as it was determined 
what the policies were within the Faculty of Arts and Science, with respect 
to the maximum number of credits which could be taken, the Faculty was 
locked into this type of formula. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that U.C.C.C. was concerned with the 
appearance of a degree composed largely of 200 level courses. The 
response from the Faculty was that perhaps the numbers were not right or 
that the level that the numbers appear to designate may not be true to the 
case. He assumed that during the course of the summer, the Department 
would address itself to this particular issue. Otherwise, in looking at the 
Calendar, one might get the impression that for all intents and purposes, he 
or she could get a specialization degree with nothing but elementary nurses. 
The solution was either to change the courses or change the numbers, but in 
any case, it was important that this particular comment from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-79-5-Dl1) be looked at seriously during the coming Summer. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE B.A. 


MAJOR IN CREATIVE WRITING (DOC-US-79-5-D8), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS 
(DOC-US-79-5-D11). 


It was stated that although the new courses would not be presented for 
approval until next Fall, nonetheless there was some concern over English 
C411 - which one wished to make Senate aware of at this time. It was 
explained that the concern was with the possibility of the English 
Department entering into the teaching of script writing for film. It was 
pointed out that script writing courses presently existed in Communication 
Studies and Cinema, including a course in Script Writing for T.V. in 
Communication Studies, but it was explained that all of these courses had 
limited enrolments and were filled completely by Communication Studies 
and Cinema students, and as such did not represent a problem. However, 
with respect to English C411, it was suggested that the appropriate home 


for this course should be the Communication Studies Department rather than 
the English Department, even if this meant that it would have to be given by 
the Communication Studies Department for students in the English 
Department. However, it was felt that since Senate was not officially 
approving new courses at this time, an amendment might not be in order. 


Dean Akin pointed out that in approving the Major in Modern Dance, Senate 
was advised that it was also approving the new courses in that programme 
and it was his assumption that in approving the Major in Creative Writing, 
Senate would also be approving the courses that make up that programme, 
although obviously not approving the actual course descriptions. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the Major in Modern Dance contained certain 
courses which were required for that programme and these courses were the 
ones which were approved. In the case of the Major in Creative Writing, 
none of the new courses were required courses in that programme. 
Consequently, that programme could be implemented even without those 
new courses being attached to it. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that in general, Senate would find that it would run into 
problems in attempting to approve courses in the process of this operation, 
but that there were certain exceptions to this, such as the case with the Major 
in Modern Dance, where the courses had to be approved. In that sense, to 
propose a formal amendment to a particular course where the course 
description was not presently before Senate would be perhaps a bit strange.. 
Nevertheless, the concern expressed over English C411 would be noted in 
the Minutes and the issue would be raised in the Fall when the course comes 
forward and a motion, if it turns out to be relevant, would be appropriate at 
that time. 


With respect to the Note concerning the submission of a portfolio, it was 
wondered whether the first clause which states "While registration in C225, 
C226, or C227 is open to all," was really necessary. 


It was explained that many students may not have a portfolio prior to entry 
to the University, in which case the results of C225, C226, or C227 could 
be used as the portfolio. 


It was presumed that a student who did not wish to enrol in the Major 
could, in fact, take all of the courses in the programme without actually 
submitting a portfolio and it was suggested that it would be more clear if the 
Note was changed to read that "Students who wish to register for the Major 
in Creative Writing must submit a portfolio of their work, which may be 
submitted after completion of C225, C226 or C227." 


It was agreed that the Note be changed as suggested above. 


- THE MOTION, AS AMENDED AND CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON 
AND WAS CARRIED - 


79-5-12 


79-5-13 


79-5-14 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE B.A. MAJOR IN JOURNALISM (DOC-US-79-5-D8), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS 
(DOC-US-79-5-D11). 


Responding to a question concerning capital equipment for Journalism 
C306 and C415, Dean Akin advised that these courses were presently being 
offered as "slot" courses by the Communication Studies Department and the 
equipment being used belonged to that Department. He presumed that that 
would continue to be the practice and he agreed that there was no 
expectation that the Audio-Visual Department would be expected to provide 
equipment for these courses. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 
The meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m. for lunch and resumed at 1:00 p.m. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Faculty of Arts and Science (Continued) 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN PHILOSOPHY 
(DOC-US-79-5-D8), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. 
RECOMMENDATION (DOC-US-79-5-DI]). 


It was suggested that the programme be amended, in a manner similar to the 
amendment which was made with respect to the B.A. Specialization in 
Classical Studies. That was, that the Arts and Science Faculty Council be 
asked to consider a recommendation that an additional six elective cognate 
credits be included in the B.A. Specialization in Philosophy. 


It was suggested that the six elective cognate credits be included with either 
one of the two six-credit Philosophy electives. 


However, it was pointed out that the six-credit Philosophy elective in Year 
II already included the phrase "or cognate credits" and the note designated 
by an asterisk attached to both Philosophy electives, stated that "Philosophy 
and cognate credits be chosen in consultation with the department." 


It was explained that the intention of the suggested amendment was that a 
Note similar to the one which was included in the B.A. Specialization in 
Sociology be added to the B.A. Specialization in Philosophy. That note 
stated that "With prior approval of the Department Advisor the student may 
substitute up to 12 credits from a related discipline." 


Dean Akin again pointed out that in Year II there were "six Philosophy 
elective or cognate credits", with an asterisk attached to that entry. While the 
final entry did not specifically state "or cognate credits", the same asterisk 
applied. That was, within the sixty credit programme, there were twelve 
credits that, with the approval of the Department, may be cognate courses. 


79-5-15 


79-5-16 


79-5-17 


He advised that the last entry would be changed accordingly and it was 
agreed that an amendment was therefore not necessary. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN SOCIOLOGY 
(DOC-US-79-5-D8), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. 
RECOMMENDATIONS (DOC-US-79-5-DIl). 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE CERTIFICATE IN WOMEN'S STUDIES 
(DOC-US-79-5-D8), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. 
RECOMMENDATIONS (DOC-US-79-5-DI]). THE MOTION WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN SCIENCE AND JOURNALISM 
(DOC-US-79-5-D10O), BE APPROVED. 


Dr. O’ Brien advised that this was the one case where the standard approach 
of proposing the adoption of-programmes "subject to the recommendations 
of U.C.C.C.", would not work because the U.C.C.C. recommendation 
(DOC-US-79-5-D11) was that the programme not be approved. 


Prof. Whitelaw emphasized that the U.C.C.C. recommendation not to 
approve this particular programme was accompanied by comments which 
suggest an alternative way of achieving more or less the same end. 
U.C.C.C. was not eliminating the possibility of this kind of a programme 
but was suggesting that this specific programme not be approved and, in 
effect, that those who wish to do this kind of a programme would take the 
now-approved Major in Journalism within the Science College. 


It was stated that there was an implication in item 8.2 of the U.C.C.C. 
Report (DOC-US-79-5-Dll) that there was no linking between the Science 
College curriculum and Journalism, and that therefore, the concept of a 
Specialization involving courses from both the Science College and 
Journalism was, in some way, inappropriate. The position of the Faculty of 
Arts and Science was that this was, in fact, not the case. The programme 
represented an attempt to train journalists who would be informed on 
current scientific issues. The Faculty feels that this is a much neglected area 
and that there was much being written by journalists which was perhaps 
ill-informed. The Faculty hoped that the proposed programme would fill 
this very important gap. It was also pointed out that the three Independent 
Studies Courses in the Science College would specifically provide 
journalists with whatever linkage was required between these two areas. 


While concern was voiced over the idea that a student would have to register 
in the Science College in order to take the B.A. Specialization in Science 


and Journalism, it was hoped that the substance of the programme would be 
approved but that it be put under the aegis, not of the Science College, but 
rather under the Department of Journalism. 


An amendment was suggested that would change the designation of the 
programme from Division IV to Division I and that it be more clearly labeled 
as a function of the Department of Journalism. The feeling was expressed 
that the designation B.A., as opposed to B.Sc., implied Journalism and it 
was suggested that by changing it from Division IV to Division I would be a 
further means towards that end of labeling it as a Journalism programme 
with a Science College component, not as a programme given by the 
Science College, nor as a degree given by the College. 


Prof. Adley explained that the programme was originally submitted as part 
of the Science College package and that this portion has simply been excised 
from that original submission. He advised that the Faculty was quite 
prepared to have the programme housed within the Department of 
Journalism and to have it administered by that Department, so that it would 
become part of the organization of Division I. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the alternative suggestion from U.C.C.C. 
was that Science College students would enrol in the Major in Journalism, 
in the same way that they would enrol in a Major in Physics or Chemistry, 
etc. In that case the students would take the Journalism programme and 
while the linkage which was mentioned in the U.C.C.C. Report would be 
the same in either case, through the Independent Studies courses, the 
proposed Specialization contained less Journalism or Journalism-related 
courses than that contained in the Major in Journalism. He advised that the 
Major in Journalism was composed of a certain number of Journalism 
courses and it also provided some choice from among courses in Political 
Science, History, or Communication Studies. The programme was 
designed to broaden the experience of students taking the Journalism 
programme, and it would perhaps be well that that kind of breadth be 
maintained in the programme. 


He further advised that U.C.C.C. was also unhappy with the title of 
"Specialization in Science and Journalism", which implied that there ,Was a 
fair level of specialization in both science and journalism. He explained that 
the joint Specialization or Honours programmes that presently exist, were 
conceived with the intention that there would be a certain degree of 
parallelism, which was not the case with the proposed Specialization in 
Science and Journalism. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that there were two things being talked about. On the 
one hand, U.C.C.C. was opposed to the approval of the programme at this 
time, because of a variety of problems and believed that students who might 
be interested in this kind of a programme would have, in fact, access to 
essentially the same thing by becoming students in the Science College and 
taking a Journalism Major. U.C.C.C. was recommending that the proposal, 
as formulated in document US-79-5-DIlO, be rejected. The other position 
that has been raised was that the B.A. Specialization in Science and 


Journalism should be approved, but that it be made clear that the programme 
would exist in Division I, in Journalism, as opposed to being either in the 
Science College or split between the two. 


He stated that those Senators who agree with the U.C.C.C. position would 
simply vote against the motion that was on the floor, in due course. Insofar 
as the other position was concerned, an amendment would appear to be 
necessary.. The appropriate amendment would be to change page 3 of 
document US-79-5-DIO by deleting the phrase "& Science College" from 
the Department designation, to change the Division designation from IV to 
I, and possibly also to delete the last paragraph, which, in the present 
formulation, really had nothing to do with the matter but rather it concerned 
Science College matters. 


It was stated that while one had no difficulty with the suggested amendment 
to change Division IV to Division I, there was some concern with the 
suggestion to delete the phrase "& Science College" from the Department 
designation. Also, one would not have any difficulty in changing the 
Department designation to "Journalism" only, provided that a note was 
inserted some place else, to the effect that students in the programme would 
have to be members of the Science College. It was explained that it was not 
sufficient for students to take the Science College courses but rather, it was 
essential for the students to participate in all of the activities of the College. 
They would therefore have to be members of the Science College and some 
sort of arrangement which would achieve that would be necessary. It was 
also felt that in that sense, removal of the last paragraph on page 3 of 
document US-79-5-D10, would be detrimental to the proposal. 


Insofar as the title of the programme was concerned, it was stated that either 
"Specialization" or "Major" would be acceptable and it was felt that either 
title would also be acceptable to people in the Science College or in 
Journalism. At the same time, one would have difficulty in labeling the 
programme only as a B.A. Major in Journalism because to do so would in 
effect, lead to a strong drive to establish a programme in the College, a 
so-called "Minor", which was not the intention. The title should therefore 
include the word "Journalism" and the word "science". It was suggested 
that perhaps the title should be changed to "B.A. Major in Journalism and 
Science”. 


With respect to the U.C.C.C. recommendation, it was stated that the 
Committee was not opposed to the idea of a programme in "scientific 
Journalism" at Concordia. Also, members of the Committee were not 
against individuals combining a programme in Journalism, with the core 
curriculum of the Science College; individually being full members of the 
Science College; or in putting a clear statement in the Science College 
Calendar entry, that students in Journalism may become members of the 
Science College and indeed, were encouraged to do so. The problem related 
specifically to the programme itself, which, it was argued, did not meet the 
normal requirements of a Bacc. Specialisé, but rather, looked much more 
like a group of courses in Journalism combined with the core curriculum of 


the Science College, with nothing specifically designed to integrate the two 
components into a cohesive programme. 


The feeling was expressed that the above argument was based on the false 
premise that there was such a thing as "scientific journalism" and it was 
argued that there was no such thing as "scientific journalism", any more 
than there was such a thing as “political journalism”, or “philosophical 
journalism”, etc. Rather, there were journalists who were informed to a 
greater or lesser degree on various subjects and the programme represented 
an attempt to produce journalists who were informed on current scientific 
issues and who, if competent journalists, would be able to write about these 
issues in a manner which the public could understand. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED 
BY PROF. BERTRAND, THAT DIVISION IV BE CHANGED TO 
DIVISION I; THAT THE DEPARTMENT DESIGNATION BE 
CHANGED FROM "JOURNALISM & SCIENCE COLLEGE" TO 
"JOURNALISM"; THAT THE TITLE OF THE PROGRAMME BE 
CHANGED TO READ "B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN JOURNALISM 
AND SCIENCE"; AND THAT THE LAST PARAGRAPH BE 
REPLACED BY A PARENTHETICAL NOTE STATING THAT 
STUDENTS WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE MEMBERS OF THE 
SCIENCE COLLEGE (PAGE 3, DOCUMENT US-79-5-D10). 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. was fundamentally unhappy with 
the designation "Specialization" for what was essentially a "Double Minor". 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was suggested that if the programme was approved with the designation 
"Specialization", Senate would in fact be giving a brand new definition to 


Aw 


Concordia's version of a "Bacc. Specialisé". 


It was pointed out that a "Specialization" consisted of sixty or more credits, 
and according to that definition, the proposed programme was a 
"Specialization". 


It was stated that the definition of a Bacc. Specialisé was sixty credits in a 
"coherent programme”. 


However, it was argued that the proposed programme was not a "coherent 
programme". 


It was explained that the phrase "coherent programme" did not imply only 
one discipline. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the question of the designation "Specialization" 
was important and Senators should clearly understand the issue before 
voting on the motion. 


It was suggested that a straw vote be taken on the designation 
"Specialization" versus "Major". 


It was stated that one could not support what was felt to be a distortion in 
terminology, namely "Specialization", and it was suggested that the 
designation "Specialization" or "Major" be reversed, which would allow 
one to vote positively for the programme package. 


It was pointed out that the programme consisted of sixty-six credits, which 
satisfied the definition and it was argued that it would be unfair to award 
students something less than a Specialization for completing something that 
represented an awful lot of work. 


Concern was voiced over the possibility of being able to create a 
Specialization consisting of two thirty-credit packages and it was argued that 
one could think of many examples of packages which would be more 
coherent than what was presently before Senate. Examples cited were 
Physics and Mathematics, Physics and Chemistry, Physics and Electrical 
Engineering, and Biology and Chemistry. 


It was argued that the coherence of the proposed programme was defined by 
the fact that the programme was encouraging students to get into an 
occupation. That occupation was reporting on science and the programme 
was designed to qualify students for that. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that there were two aspects to the question. The first 
was, forgetting the title entirely, whether Senate was in favor of having this 
kind of a programme (page 3, document US-79-5-DIO), as it has now been 
clarified. The second question was what should the programme be called. 


Straw votes were taken on the following questions: 


a) Was Senate in favor of a programme consisting of the courses 
listed on page 3 of document US-79-5-D10? (11 in favor; 2 
opposed) 


b) Was Senate in favor of calling the group of courses (page 5, 
document US-79-5-DIO), a Specialization? (4 in favor; 9 opposed) 


c) Was Senate in favor of not calling the group of courses (page 3, 
document US-79-5-DIO) a Specialization? (9 in favor; 4 opposed) 


It was suggested that the programme be called a B.A. Major in 
Journalism and Science. 


The feeling was expressed that Senate was now essentially moving in the 
direction of the position taken by U.C.C.C. That was, that it was not 
unreasonable for a student to take one group of courses called a Major in 
Journalism, which was a reasonable grouping of courses, nor was it 
unreasonable for a student to take the package of courses making up the 
"core curriculum" in the Science College. Senate has already approved a 


Major in Journalism and that a student could enrol in the Science College 
and it would appear on the student's diploma that that student was in the 
Science College. Therefore, the student would graduate with a Major in 
Journalism and his diploma would say that he was a member of the Science 
College, having fulfilled the requirements of that College. It was argued, 
therefore, that it was not necessary to approve the programme, as a specific 
package, with a name that was going to cause problems. 


In addition, it was pointed out that Senate has decided not to call the 
programme a Bacc. Specialisé in Journalism (by a straw vote) and a 
previous amendment had been passed to delete the phrase "& Science 
College". The next step in the process would be to call the programme a 
Major in Journalism, which would mean that Senate would have approved 
two programmes called "major in Journalism", the first one being a normal 
Major and the second Major consisting of sixty-six or sixty-three credits, 
with the Science College core curriculum tacked on to it. It was argued that 
Senate could achieve precisely the same thing by accepting the U.C.C.C. 
suggestion, without having to get into some weird definitions as to what 
programmes were. 


It was pointed out that all but three of the Science College courses listed in 
the programme were, in fact, required courses in the Science College and it 
was suggested that by virtue of having said that students are admitted to this 
programme only if they were in the Science College, the listing of many of 
the Science College courses in the programme was really redundant because 
the students would-have to take them anyway by being in the Science 
College. Therefore, the number of courses in this programme was a good 
deal less than it tended to appear on page 3 of document US-79-5-DIO, and 
the number really was closer to the typical number for a Major programme. 


However, it was argued that students in this programme would have to take 
an additional six credits in a certain area of the Science College, over and 
above the number of credits that other students in the Science College would 
have to take. Moreover, the Interdisciplinary Courses which the students 
would have to take, would not be related to just any project, but rather they 
would have to be tied to the Journalism component. It was argued that it 
was therefore extremely important that Journalism be tied to Science in the 
title of the programme. 


It was stated that the word "and" in the title Journalism and Science was 
causing certain difficulties because it implied that what we were talking 
about was a Specialization in Journalism and a Specialization in Science. It 
was suggested that the "and" be replaced by a slash so that the title of the 
programme would read "Journalism/Science". 


Dr. O’Brien expressed the feeling that the debate had taken Senate about as 
far as it could. He advised that basically there was an acceptance of having a 
programme with this content (page 3, document US-79-5-DIO). Insofar as 
the use of the words "Science" and "Journalism" was concerned, there was 
no clear division and he was inclined to stay with the title that, perhaps by 
chance, Senate happened to have voted for up to this point. He suggested 


that the people responsible for the programme re-examine the title and if 
they find it satisfactory, so be it. If they are able to come up with a better 
re-sorting of the same words, they could submit the change to Senate at a 
subsequent meeting. He felt that there has been essentially an agreement that 
the word "Major" should be used for this programme and an amendment to 
that effect would be in order. Such an amendment could not be incorporated 
into the earlier amendment, since Senate has already voted on that and 
technically, therefore, this would be a further amendment. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED 
BY DEAN COHEN, THAT THE PROGRAMME (PAGE 3, DOCUMENT 
US-79-5-DI1O), BE CALLED A "MAJOR". 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that the display of this programme be reconsidered 
because now that it has been clarified that only Science College students 
may enrol in this programme, there was a certain redundancy in the way in 
which the Science College courses were listed. He also advised that 
students who elect to take this programme would end up with a somewhat 
different set of courses than students in the Science College who choose to 
select the Major in Journalism. That was, we would have a Major in 
Journalism, available to all, and, if this programme is approved, we would 
also have a Major in Journalism and Science available only to students 
enroled in the Science College. 


Again, support was voiced for the U.C.C.C. recommendation that it be 
made possible that a student in the Science College be able to take the Major 
in Journalism which had earlier been approved by Senate. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was stated that a student in the Science College would have coupled to his 
or her programme, a Major, Honours, or Specialization in one of the 
scientific disciplines. Also, the philosophy of the Science College was to 
provide someone, who was becoming a scientist in some other way, with 
the overall perspective of what science was all about. The courses in the 
Science College were almost exclusively not courses in a discipline but 
rather were broadening type courses, and the student would have as a point 
against which he or she could measure the education being given in the 
Science College, the hard core discipline. It was argued that the basic 
objection to using the word "Science" in the title of this programme was that 
the student was not being trained as a scientist elsewhere in the University. 
At the same time there would be no objection to calling this a programme in 
Scientific Journalism because one did not have to be an expert in a discipline 
to be a good scientific journalist. 


It was further stated that if a student graduates with something in "Science 
and Journalism", someone outside the University, unless they look closely 
at the programme, would have the impression that the student was a 
scientist, when in fact, the only science that that student could have 
ostensibly received would have been the science training at the CEGEP 
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level. That was, the 10.9 profile which consisted of two mathematics, three 
physics, two chemistries and one biology. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED - 


Prof. Bordan and Dean Swamy asked that their abstentions from voting be 
recorded. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN PSYCHOLOGY 
(DOC-US-79-5-D9), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. 
RECOMMENDATIONS (DOC-US-79-5-D11). 


In presenting the U.C.C.C. Report (DOC-US-79-5-DIl), Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that Senate was being asked to approve the new Psychology 
courses at this time in order that students entering in September 1979 may 
select their courses in such a way that they may be transferred to the new 
programmes in 1980-81. He pointed out that the 0.00 profile noted in item 
7.2.e was not what was intended, but rather that the profile for the Minor in 
Psychology would be the regular 10.1 Psychology profile. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BERTRAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. TITTLER, THAT IN THE B.A. HONOURS IN 
PSYCHOLOGY, THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN PSYCHOLOGY, 
AND THE B.A. MAJOR IN PSYCHOLOGY (PAGES 2, 5 AND 8, 
DOCUMENT US-79-5-D9), A NOTE BE INCLUDED THAT "WITH 
PRIOR APPROVAL OF THE DEPARTMENTAL ADVISOR, A 
STUDENT MAY SUBSTITUTE UP TO 12 CREDITS FROM A 
RELATED DISCIPLINE." 


It was pointed out that the B.A. Honours in Psychology was a carefully 
worked out programme, consisting of a coherent sequence of courses, that 
leads to what the Department considered to be a high quality programme as 
a preparation for graduate work. Also, the B.A. Specialization in 
Psychology was a similar coherent sequence of courses which would give a 
student a very well-rounded background in general experimentally-oriented 
Psychology. The feeling was expressed that there was no reason at this 
point to add to those programmes in particular, that there be a suggestion 
advising students that within the sixty-six or sixty credit sequence they 
should be allowed to take non-Psychology courses as part of that 
programme. 


It was argued that the thrust of the proposed amendment was part of a much 
broader consideration, concerning the number of credits required for the 
degree and kinds of programmes within the Arts and Science Faculty. It 
was also stated, as had been pointed out earlier, that perhaps these kinds of 
considerations were part of the Arts and Science Faculty's general policies 
concerning the number of credits in a programme and it was argued that it 
would be unwise to select a particular department to formally vote these 
kinds of suggestions into a programme. In addition, it was pointed out that, 
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depending on the particular Psychology programme, there were 
twenty-four, thirty, or forty-eight credits left over for students to take 
courses in other disciplines or other departments. Also, if a student did not 
want to take an Honours or Specialization in a programme, the student may 
opt for a Minor or Major in that department. There were many opportunities 
for a student to take a more general kind of degree, rather than building into 
coherent and well-worked out programmes, a requirement that a student be 
allowed to take courses outside those programmes. It wag argued therefore, 
that the proposed Psychology programmes (DOC-US-79-5-D9), be 
approved as submitted. 


Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that the change proposed by the amendment 
could well be brought about next October. - He explained that although 
Senate would now be approving both the courses and the programmes, the 
proposed amendment was something that could be applied without actually 
changing the content of the programmes as such. He assumed that, in the 
interim, the Faculty of Arts and Science itself may well be discussing this 
matter. He also pointed out that the U.C.C.C. document on existing 
programme structures would probably reflect a bit on what was happening 
in Honours programmes and it would be preferable for Senate to see some 
of that documentation before consecrating something like this at this time. 


Dr. O’ Brien advised that, within that context, the issue could certainly be 
raised at Senate in the Fall. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the amendment be changed to read: 
"THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL AND THE 
PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT BE ASKED TO CONSIDER THAT IN 
THE B.A. HONOURS IN PSYCHOLOGY, THE B.A. 
SPECIALIZATION IN PSYCHOLOGY, AND THE B.A. MAJOR IN 
PSYCHOLOGY (PAGES 2, 5, AND 8, DOCUMENT US-79-5-D9), A 
NOTE BE INCLUDED THAT 'WITH PRIOR APPROVAL OF THE 
DEPARTMENTAL ADVISOR, A STUDENT MAY SUBSTITUTE UP TO 
12 CREDITS IN A RELATED DISCIPLINE. '" 


It was pointed out that the amendment was to include a provision to allow, 
with the approval of the Departmental Advisor, the substitution of twelve 
credits, even within the Major programme. It was argued that the Major 
programme consisted of forty-two credits and if the substitution of twelve 
credits was allowed, the programme, in effect, would become a Minor. 


- THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE LONERGAN UNIVERSITY COLLEGE CURRICULUM 
(DOC-US-79-5-D12), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. 
RECOMMENDATIONS (DOC-US-79-3-D 14). 
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It was pointed out that LUCC C322, Topics in the Humanities II and LUCC 
C342, Topics in Social Sciences II, were both missing from document 
US-79-5-D12. Prof. Whitelaw explained that document US-79-5-D12 was 
drafted in such a way as to incorporate the U.C.C.C. recommendation that 
the proposed LUCC C322, C328, C342, C348, C362 and C368 become 
repeat numbers, respectively, of LUCC C320, C326, C340, C346, C360 
and C366. With respect to the second paragraph on page 4 of document 
US-79-5-D12, which stated that: "For this required course, students may 
substitute course (or two half courses) which has been ‘adopted’ by LUC 
from Departmental offering. In this case the 'adoption' will be recorded in 
the individual student's record.", Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. 
was concerned with the possible misunderstanding of the word "adoption" 
and he suggested that the wording be changed in accordance with the 
recommendation from U.C.C.C. (item B.4., page 2, document 
US-79-3-D14), which was that "The student was permitted to substitute 
History XXX for LUCC XXX, etc." 


With respect to the next paragraph (paragraph 3, page 4, document 
US-79-5-D12), Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that the actual degree 
requirements in the Faculty of Arts and Science were broader than a 
"departmental" Major, Specialization or Honours programme, and included 
such things as "Interdisciplinary Studies" etc. That was, not all of the 
programmes in Arts and Science were departmental programmes and he 
suggested that the paragraph be modified to suit the actual Interim Degree 
Requirements for the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


The mover and seconder of the motion agreed to the changes suggested by 
Prof. Whitelaw. 


Concerning item B.6, page 2, of the U.C.C.C. Report 
(DOC-US-79-3-D14), Prof. Whitelaw drew Senate's attention to the fact 
that the Provost has assured that the possible duplication or spread of 
courses in the area of "Science and Society" would be carefully watched. 


- THE MOTION, AS CORRECTED AND CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON 
AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dean Akin presented the list of programmes to be deleted and replaced 
where appropriate, in the Faculty of Arts and Science (DOC-US-79-5-D 16). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DR. GIGUERE, 
THAT DOCUMENT US-79-5-D16 BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Adley advised that the B.Sc. Honours and Specialization in 
Psychology with Mathematics Option and the B.Sc. Honours and 
Specialization in Psychology programme should be listed on the right hand 
side of page 2, document US-79-5-D16. THE MOTION, AS 
CORRECTED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - Academic 
Re-evaluation Regulations - Revisional Proposal for the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration 
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In presenting the Revisional Proposal for the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration (DOC-US-79-5-D13), Prof. R. Wills, Assistant Dean - 
Student Affairs, advised that the following corrections should be made: The 
phrase "file an appeal" in the first sentence in item 3 should be changed to 
"file a request for re-evaluation"; in the remainder of item 3, wherever the 
word "appeal" appeared it should be changed to "request"; and in item 5, the 
word "appeal" should be changed to "request for re-evaluation". He 
explained the rationale for the Revisional Proposal, emphasizing that 
because of the pre-requisite structure of the Commerce programme, it was 
impossible to process mid-term requests for re-evaluation, given the 
twenty-one day time constraint imposed by the Senate Re-evaluation 
Regulations in order that students could continue in subsequent courses 
offered in the second term. In essence, the Faculty was proposing that the 
time frame be condensed to a maximum of seven days. Mr. Ken Adams, 
University Registrar, expressed concern over the phrase “within seven days 
(including weekends) of the posting of final grades", (item 3, document 
US-79-5-D 13), explaining that it would be difficult to determine the actual 
posting date because grade sheets were received on different days and 
grades were posted almost immediately after the beginning of final 
examinations. The posting of grades could vary therefore, anywhere from 
the third or fourth day following the beginning of examinations, up to the 
last day of submission of examination results. 


Prof. Wills advised that an arrangement had been worked out with the 
Registrar's Office, last January, whereby the signed grade sheets were 
dated and taken directly from the Dean's area to the Records Office and 
posted within a matter of hours. It was for this particular reason that one 
proposal was to centralize the operation in the Dean's area. 


Mr. Adams stated that he could not guarantee that the grade sheets could be 
posted on the same day that they were received, particularly if they arrived 
late in the afternoon. He again expressed concern’ with the idea of a 
moveable posting date. 


It was explained that the proposed seven-day period was really aimed at 
benefiting the student by making the students conscious of the necessity of 
getting a request for re-evaluation in quickly, in order to be able to enrol in 
the next term. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that he understood the problem that the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration had concerning a rapid turn around and the 
attempt therefore to shorten the process and tighten it as much as possible. 
The University Regulations on Academic Reevaluation which were 
hammered out by Senate a few years ago, were, in fact, very procedurally 
correct and were set up to provide delays and to make absolutely certain that 
everyone's rights would be protected. In taking that approach, one 
inevitably ends up with a long strung out process. 


The attempt to shorten that process meant, in fact, that one would have to 
cut corners. He felt that in going this route, in order to gain the benefits of a 
rapid turn around, the Faculty of Commerce and Administration was 


assuming the risk that there may, from time to time, occur cases where a 
student would claim that his or her rights have been infringed upon because 
a particular grade list was posted for only five days rather than seven days. 
Also, the process may turn out to be less easily administerable, if the 
Offices of the Dean and the Registrar end up being physically further apart 
than they presently happen to be. If the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration goes this route, it was taking a calculated risk that the 
benefits were worth having and therefore, the risks should be undertaken. 
In any case, Senate should be fully aware that the kind of double and triple 
protection of everyone's rights that lies behind so much of the thinking that 
went into writing the University Academic Re-evaluation Regulations, was 
essentially impossible in the rapid turn around situation proposed by the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


It was stated that Senate had spent long hours debating the Academic 
Re-evaluation Regulations which were eventually adopted and to alter them 
for one Faculty was something worth considering, and if it was the opinion 
of Senate that the proposals from Commerce and Administration were 
worthwhile, it would be worth considering the possibility of altering the 
existing Regulations for the entire University. However, the feeling was 
expressed that the Revisional Proposal from the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration would have a major effect on students and represent a major 
alteration in what Senate took a great deal of time to establish in the first 
place and it was argued that it would be most unfortunate if Senate were to 
pass the proposals at a meeting with such a small number of student 
Senators in attendance. It was suggested that the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration should withdraw the Revisional Proposals 
(DOC-US-79-5-D13), reconsider them, and present them again at a 
subsequent Senate meeting. 


It was argued that the Commerce Students Association was consulted on the 
document ‘and it had been accepted by the students in the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration. Also, the proposed system, under which the 
Faculty had operated during the past year, had proven to be both very 
efficient and effective. 


It was further argued that by the very nature of the number of students 
involved, the Faculty of Commerce and Administration had to have 
flexibility in the re-evaluation system. There was a need to give an impetus 
to the students to get their requests in early in order that they may be able to 
carry on their programmes and the twenty-one days allowed under the 
University Regulations was just not workable. 


It was stated that it seemed that most of the changes being proposed 
concerned deadlines and the feeling was expressed that one would not like 
to see two sets of regulations, one of which would apply to the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration. At the same time, one could understand the 
problems involved and it was suggested that if Senate was going to approve 
the proposals from the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, an 
explanation should be included in the Calendar as to why it was important to 
meet these deadlines, especially at the Christmas term and at Spring term if a 


student planned to take summer courses. There should also be a note to the 
effect that if students did not meet the deadlines proposed in document 
US-79-5-D 13, the University deadlines would apply. In other words, under 
normal conditions students would be advised that it was to their benefit to 
proceed as quickly as possible and should they not meet the deadlines, they 
would be well aware of the fact that they could not get into the next course. 
In that case, the University deadlines would apply. While the proposed 
deadline changes would be to the benefit of the students, at the same time, 
the rights which we have tried to build into the previous deadlines would 
not be lost to the Commerce students. 


Support was voiced for the last sentence in item 1, document US-79-5-D13, 
which stated “Grades may be either lowered, maintained or raised as a result 
of the re-evaluation”, and it was suggested that that should become part of 
the University Regulations. 


It was argued that the proposal to shorten the period of time delay would 
benefit students, particularly in the spring when professors concerned might 
either be leaving the University or going on sabbatical, by encouraging the 
students to initiate requests for re-evaluation early. Also, the feeling was 
expressed that while the Faculty of Commerce and Administration would 
not purposely deny its students the rights that students in other Faculties 
had, vis-a-vis the twenty-one days, nonetheless, to include such a provision 
in the Regulations would only encourage students to adopt the attitude that 
they did not have to rush insofar as submitting requests for re-evaluation 
were concerned. 


It was wondered whether the Revisional Proposal (DOC-US-79-5-D 13), if 
approved by Senate, would apply to students registered in Commerce 
programmes, or to students registered in Commerce courses, it being 
pointed out that not all students registered in Commerce courses were, in 
fact, Commerce students. 


It was explained that the purpose of the proposed changes was to allow 
students to be able to register in a subsequent course. However, if the 
student was not a Commerce student, he or she would not need to take that 
subsequent course and should therefore follow the normal University 
procedures. The real question was how could such a.,-large number of 
students register in subsequent courses if, as under the University 
Regulations, appeals were still underway at the time of registration. It was 
argued that the problem was so tremendous, because of the lack of space 
and because of the great number of people involved, and that the proposed 
procedures should apply only to Commerce students. 


Dr. O’ Brien advised that he could see considerable problems if, in the same 
class, the procedures were applied to nine-tenths of the students and not to 
the other one-tenth. Conversely, it would be difficult to apply the 
procedures to Commerce students registered in non-Commerce courses, 
because the system in that part of the University would not be geared for 
this kind of rapid turnover. 


Support was voiced for the earlier suggestion that a note be placed in the 
Calendar to the effect that "basically the University Regulations apply, 
however in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, because of ... (a 
series of circumstances), the following routines (DOC-US-79-4-D 13) are 
established." This would mean that students would not lose their rights if 
they did not follow the proposed procedures but they may not get into the 
course if marks resulting from re-evaluation come in too late. 


Concern was expressed over the word "must" in item 8, document 
US-79-5-D13 and it was wondered what sanctions would be applied if that 
"must" was not achieved. It was pointed out that Senate had carefully 
avoided using hard words like that, whether it applied to a faculty member 
or a student, and it would be preferable to use words that express an 
expectation, such as "normally", "generally", etc. Also, it was argued that if 
the re-evaluation was not completed within the required seven-day period, a 
student could claim that a University condition (item 8, document 
US-79-5-D13), which had been passed by the Faculty Council and by 
Senate, had not been met, and therefore that he or she was entitled to the 
grade change. 


It was suggested that the University Regulations be maintained but a 
statement be added that "students who wish to use a particular course as a 
prerequisite for any subsequent course, must appeal within seven days." 


It was stated that the rationale given by the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration for making the proposed revision, was exactly the kind of 
rationale that one could expect to come from the Faculty of Engineering for 
the same kind of thing. It was pointed out that there was a Business Option 
within Computer Science which had a sizeable number of students and there 
would therefore be an interface problem in that area. That was, the Faculty 
of Engineering, after having seen the Revisional Proposal, might decide to 
adopt the regulations, and this would mean in effect, that for Computer 
Science courses there would be a similar kind of dual regulations situation 
which a particular student would have to satisfy. The feeling was expressed 
therefore that it would be preferable to have it tied into the University 
Regulations as an encouragement or inducement to students who have failed 
a course which was a prerequisite to another course, and in which case 
another deadline would apply. 


Concern was voiced over the phrase "within seven days of the posting of 
final grades", particularly with respect to the Christmas examination period, 
and it was argued that if this regulation was passed, there would have to be 
considerable clarification in detail concerning the posting of grades. The 
feeling was expressed that it might become necessary for professors to 
announce at the time of the examination, exactly when the grades for that 
examination would be posted. 


The feeling was also expressed that if Senate were to approve the Revisional 
Proposal for the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, there would be a 
tendency for the other Faculties to do likewise and the University might well 
end up with four different sets of Academic Re-evaluation Regulations. This 


would create an almost impossible situation for students, particularly for 
those who were either among or between Faculties. At the same time, 
Senate could not divorce itself from the real problem that the Faculties of 
Commerce and Administration, and Engineering, were faced with. 


It was stated that the primary item in the Revisional Proposal 
(DOC-US-79-5-D13) was the issue of dates and time delays. Another item 
was a series of procedural modifications which presumably were being 
proposed to make it possible to meet reduced time delays. With respect to 
the question of time delays, it was suggested that this should be resolved for 
those units where it was a problem, by adding a statement to the University 
Regulations that "The Faculty undertakes to re-evaluate normally within 
seven days in the event that a request for re-evaluation is filed within seven 
days of the posting of the final grade." Certain procedures would then have 
to be established to make this workable. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that wherever possible the University should attempt to 
keep a single set of regulations, otherwise we would end up with a very 
complex situation. He advised that a number of comments have been made 
which would be advantageous for the entire University. He suggested that 
the document (DOC-US-79-5-D13) not be adopted at this meeting but rather 
that the Deans and the Academic Vice-Rectors be asked to look at the 
Revisional Proposal for the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
against the University Regulations to see whether there may perhaps be a set 
of amendments to the University Regulations which would look after the 
situation where a student was going into a further course where a 
prerequisite course was needed, and where therefore, a rapid re-evaluation 
would be necessary. He felt that before adopting a set of regulations for one 
Faculty, particularly if the problem was more general than the one Faculty, 
it should be looked at to see whether some change in the University 
Regulations might not be a better way of handling the matter. If this turns 
out to be the case, Senate might expect to have a proposal for the September 
meeting. On the other hand, if it turns out after considerations not to be a 
good idea, then there would still be the possibility of adopting a separate set 
of regulations for the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Senate was advised that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration would 
not be able to function unless regulations similar to what was proposed in 
document US-79-5-D13 were adopted by next Christmas. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that if a study was made over the summer months, he did 
not see any reason why the matter could not be dealt with reasonably early 
in the Fall. 


It was suggested that each of the Deans be asked to designate someone to 
act on their behalf on a Task Force to consider the matter. It was also 
suggested that the Registrar should be the convenor of the Task Force. 


It was agreed that the Deans be asked to designate someone from each 
Faculty, who was cognizant with the operational problems of re-evaluation; 
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inform the Registrar of the individual designated; and that the Registrar 
convene a meeting and attempt to prepare a report. 


Report from the Ad hoc Committee on Multiple Submissions of Course 
Papers 


Mr. N. Finestone presented and explained the Report from the Ad hoc 
Committee on Multiple Submission of Course Papers 
(DOC-US-79-5-D15). He drew Senate's attention to the penalty proposed 
under item 9, page 3, Section II, of document US-79-5-D15, which 
depending at what stage the student was in a particular programme and 
whether or not the additional courses had to be taken in sequence, might 
mean an additional two years to the student's academic career. 


It was suggested that the phrase "six-credit courses" in item 9, page 3, 
document US-79-5-D15, be changed to "three-credit courses", it being 
pointed out that there were no six-credit courses in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration. At the same time, this would reduce what was 
considered to be a rather harsh penalty, by half. It was suggested that a 
solution to the problem was simply to delete the word "course". Dr. 
O’Brien explained that there was the technical question of getting away from 
talking about "full courses" or "six-credit" courses and there was general 
agreement that, following past practices, that could be done. However, the 
second question that has been raised, which was that the penalty should be 
cut in half, was one that should be considered by Senate. Again concern 
was expressed over what was termed the severity of the penalty proposed 
under item 9, page 3, document US-79-5-D15, particularly with respect to 
the possible imposition of an additional three six credit courses. It was 
stated that according to the proposed sanctions, the penalty for a first 
offense was simply the assigning of a failed grade, which, it was argued, 
was no deterrent whatsoever. It was suggested that the sanctions should be 
similar to what had been approved by Senate with respect to the Cheating 
and Plagiarism Regulations. That was, that the penalty for the first offense 
should be the automatic imposition of a failing grade and the requirement to 
take additional credits; that the penalty for a second offense should be the 
failing grade and suspension or expulsion from the University. There 
should be no allowance for a third offense. It was pointed out that the 
misdemeanor was one of deception and it was suggested that there should 
be a statement to the effect that under normal conditions students are 
expected not to submit the same work twice. Also, it could be further stated 
that this could be done provided certain steps are taken by the student, such 
as informing the professor, etc. It was argued that otherwise, the whole 
burden of finding out whether or not a student has submitted the same paper 
twice, would fall on the professor. 


Concern was expressed over the case of a student who submits the same 
work to two different professors simultaneously and whether the penalty 
would be applied to both courses. That was, would the student receive a 
failing grade in both courses, or only in the one, etc. It was argued that this 
was not covered in the Report (DOC-US-79-5-D 15). 
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Dr. O’Brien advised that the point that was raised as to how severe the 
penalty should be was a matter of judgment and Senate would either have to 
agree with the proposal from the Committee or proceed to amend it. Also, 
the suggestion that there be a statement as to what was expected in the 
matter of submission of original work and the question of what happens in 
the case of simultaneous submissions were points which should be given 
some reflection and if need be, a revised project submitted to Senate. He 
suggested that the document be referred back to the Committee with the list 
of questions that have been raised and ask the Committee to take them into 
account and resubmit the report for the Fall. 


It was agreed that the minutes of this section of the Senate debate be 
transmitted to the Committee so that the Committee would have the record 
available, including the technical issue of expressing the number of credits, 
and that the Committee be asked to consider the points which have been 
raised and resubmit a document as they see fit. 


It was suggested that the Committee be asked why, in the case of a second 
offense, a variety of penalties were proposed, if, indeed, the additional 
penalties were because of the second submission. It was argued that there 
were no discriminating factors, other than the fact that it was a second 
offense, and if there was going to be an additional penalty for that offense, 
it should be listed as a specific penalty as opposed to a choice of penalties. 
If there was going to be a choice of penalties, who would make that choice 
and on what basis? 


It was agreed that the above concern be also submitted to the Committee. 


Proposed Amendments to the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations 


It was pointed out that there was no longer a quorum and that therefore 
Senate could not pass any motions. However, it was agreed that the 
Ombudsman be allowed to explain, informally, the Proposed Amendments 
to the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations (DOC-US-79-3-D12). Ms. 
Suzanne Belson, Ombudsman, in presenting and explaining the Proposed 
Amendments, suggested that the phrase "is not eligible", in the Amendment 
to Article 7 (DOC-US-79-3-D 12), be changed to "is not normally eligible". 
It was agreed that the suggested change be made. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that of the two proposed amendments, Senate would 
probably find the first one the most significant because it had a certain 
number of pros and cons in terms of its practicality. The second one was a 
reasonably straightforward statement of what most people assumed was the 
case and the wish was simply to have it inserted explicitly in the 
Regulations. 


It was agreed that the Proposed amendments to the Academic Re-evaluation 
Regulations (Undergraduate) (DOC-US-79-3-D 12), be referred to the 
Committee which had been established to look into the question of the 
Revisional Proposal on Academic Re-evaluation Regulations for the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration, for consideration. 


Adjournment 
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John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


